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WIND-TUNNEL AND FLIGHT INVE-STIGATIONS OF THE USE OF LEADING-EDGE AREA SUCTION
FOR THE PURPOSE OF INCREASING THE MAXIMUM IJIKl! COEFFICIENT OF A 35° SWEPT-

WING AIRPLANE ‘

By CURT A. HoLzHAusm and RIOHARD S. BRAY

SUMMARY

An inm.stigdion uw undiwtukento determinethe increase in
maximum lift coej%i.ent that could be obtained by applying
area suethn neur the leuding @e of a wiq. Thti investi-
gation wm performed jimt with a S6° woept-mungmodel in
the wind tunnel, and then Wiih an opemztti S6° swep~wing
airplane which wus modified in accord with the wind-tunnel
reauli%.

The wind-tunnel and flighttats indicated that the maximum
lijt coe~ent UXMincreased more than 60 percent by the wse of
area w%ion. Good agreementwas obtm)wdin the compari-wm-
~f the wind-tunnel r& u%%those mea+w.redin Bight.

INTRODUCTION

It has been observed in numerous investigations that the
maximum lift coefficient of thin wings and wings with
sweepback are frequently limited by air-flow separation
from the leading edge of the wing. This type of air-flow
separation is the result of large adverse pressure gradients
developed over the forward portion of the airfoil at an angle
of attack. The magnitude of these adverse pressure gradi-
ents can be reduced by the um of leading+dge oamber or
increased lending-edge radius, either of which tends to delay
lending-edge air-flow separation to higher angles of attack,
and consequently to higher values of lift coe5cient. Another
manner in wtich leading-edge separation can be delayed is
to stabilize the boundary layer in the region of the leading
edpe so that these large adverse gradienh can be tolerated.
Two methods of stabibing the boundary layer are to
re-energize the boundary layer by blowing high-energy air
into it, or to remove the low-energy portion of the boundary
layer by means of suction.

A theoretical analysis made by Thwaites in 1946 (ref. 1)
suggested that air-flow separation from the leading edge of
an airfoil could be delayed by the use of only small quantities
of suction air when distributed over a porous area. To
distinguish this method of applying suction from that of
suction through a slot, it is hereafter refereed to as area
suction, The two-dimensional experimental investigations
reported in references 2 to 5 indioated that area suction
could be applied at the leading edge of the airfoil to delay

air-flow separation from the leading edge and that the suction
flow quantitiw required were small. Beoause of the increases

in maximum lift coeilicient indicated to be possible with
low suction flow quantities, a three-dimensional investigation
was planned to obtain the information necessary for design-
ing a porous leading edge for an airplane.

The three-dimensional investigation was to be performed
in two phases; the first in the wind tunnel, and the second in
flight. The purpose of the wind-tunnel test w= to determine
the effect of chordwise extent of porous area on the maximum
lift weffioient as well as on suction requirements. These
results were to be used to demonstrate the increases in
maximum lift coefficient obtainable with area suction, and
to make a comparison with the chordwise extents and suction
flow quantities computed by the method set forthbyThwaites.
The results were also to be used as a basis for the design of
a porous leading edge and pumping system for the flight teat
vehicle. In addition to checking the wind-tunnel results,
the purposes of the fight test were to evaluate and compare
the flight characteristics of an airplane having leading-edge
area suction with those of other high lift devices, namely a
slatted leading edge and a leading edge modified to have
increased camber and radius at the leading edge. The fright
tests would also be used to ascertain the existenoe of possible
limitations to the use of a porous leading-edge installation
which could not be revealed by wind-tunnel tests.

In order to accomplish satis+-actorily these objectives, an
operational airplane was chosen as the basic vehicle for both
the wind-tunnel and the flight investigations. This airplane
was the F-86 which has a 35° swept-back wing and llori-
zontal tail. The wing pmels and horizontal tail of an
F–86 airplane were moditied and mounted on a research
fuselage” and tested in the Ames 40- by 80-foot wind tunnel
in 1951. At the completion of the test, North American
Aviation, Inc., received a contract from the United States
Air Force to modify an F=6F airplane for the application
of area suction at the leading edge of the wirg. The design
of the porous leading+dge installation was based on the
wind-tunnel results.. The airplane was then turned over to
the NACA in 1954 for further instmmentation and flight
testing. A standard F–86A airplane was used to obtain
comparative flight characteristics of the airplane having a
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normal leading edge, a slatted leading edge, and a leading
edge having increased camber and radius. The results of
the wind-tunnel and the flight tests are included in this
report.
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NOTATION
wing span, ft
chord, measured parallel to the plane of symmetry, ft

J
bn

tidy
mean mrodpamic chord, !b~

J

, ft
C dy

o
drag

drag coeilicient, —qs
section lift coe5cient, (l/c)

9
P dx COS a– (l/c)

$
Pdzstia

~t ~oeficient Et

‘ @

masimum lift coefficient
pitching-moment coeEcient, referred to quarter-

chord line, pitching moment
q%

Q
‘l”’v Coe%cient’ im
total pressure at pump inlet, lb/sq ft
surface length of porous material, measured parallel

to the plane of symmetg, ft
ratio of displacement thickness to momentum thick-

ness of boundary layer, $

free-stream static pressure, lb/sq ft
static presmre in duct, lb/sq ft
local surface static pressure, lb/sq ft
static pressure in plenum chamber, lb/sq ft

airfoil pressure coefficient, ~

duct pressure coefficiefit, ‘*P

pressure coefficient measured in plenum chamber of

PP–P or ht—p,model or at pump inlet of airplane, — —
!I !Z

respectively
free-stream dynamic pressure, lb/sq ft
volume of air removed through porous surface,

based on fke-stream density at test altitude, cu
ft/sec

Reynolds number, ~

wing area, sq ft
thickness of porous material, in.
velocity in the boundary layer, ft/sec
free-stream veloci~, ft/sec
local velocity outside of the boundary layer, ft/sec

masimum 100al velocity outside of the boundary
layer, ft/sec

suction-air velocity, normal to surface, ftJsec

wing loading of airplane, lb/sq ft

x

Y

z
a
8*
6,
Ap

chordwise distance parallel to plane of symmetry, ft
spamvke distance perpendicular to plane of sym-

metry, ft
vertical distance, ft
angle of attack referred to fuselage center line, deg
displacement thickness of boundary layer, ft
flap deflection, deg -
pressure drop across porous material, lb/sq ft

2y .
fraction of semispan, ~

e momentum thickness of boundary layer, ft
v h%ematic viscosity of air, sq ft/sec

DESIGN OF THE POROUS LEADING EDGE

PRINCIPLE OF AREA SUCJ716N-TIIWAITES ANALYSIS

The use of area suction to delay leading-edge type of
air-flow separation w= suggested 15y Thwaites in refwmco
1. This report presented a method by which the chordwiso
extent of porous area required to prevent leading-edge air-
flow separation was estimated, and it presented eqw~ions
whereby the suction quantities required for area suction
and slot suction were calculated and compared. It was
concluded in Thwaites’ analysis that the application of mea
suction near the leading edge of an airfoil would delay
leading-edge air-flow separation by the use of suction
flow quantities only a small fraction of those required for
suction through a slot.

It was reasoned by Thwaites that it is necessary to 11OVO
porous suction extend chordwise on an airfoil only to the
point where at the desired lift coefficient, the adverse velocity
gradient is no more severe than the maximum velocity gradi-
ent reached prior to leading-edge air-flow separation without
area suction. Since it is ditlicult to estimate the required
chordwise extent of area suction by a comparison of veloci Ly
gradients, the simplifying assumption has been mado thut
area suction is required in the region of the advmse velocity
gradient where the ratio of local to free-stream velocity is
greater than the maximum value reached without mm
suction. An emunple of this latter approximation is given
in the following sketch. It has been found that the chorcl-
wise extents estimated by this simplified method are slightly
greater than those estimated by a comparison of the pressuro
gradients.

In order to calculate the suction quantities required to
delay leading-edge air-flow separation, use was mado of tho
basic momentum equabion for boundary-layer flow:

( ).u$@*+2e)+zPg=w(@u+v ~ , ~

To simplify solution of this equation, Thwaites specified
that the suction velocity, w(z), be constant in the chordwiso
direction. He also speci.iied that the velocity distribution
through the boundary layer with suction applied would bo
maintained similar to that of a Blasius profile. With them
simplifying specitkations it was possible to find a chordwiso
distribution of velocity for which a Blasius boundary-layw
profle could be supported with a given suction-air velocity.
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The suction-air velocity required at any desired lift coetli-
cient could then be calculated from the equation:

In this equation, K is determined from n comparison of the
chordwise velocity distribution of the airfoil at the desired
lift coefficient with the chordwise velocity distribution which
would support a Blnsius profile with a particular suction-air
velocity (ref. 1).

Since it was specified that the suction velocity be constant
in the chordwise direction, and since the chordwise extent
required was obtained previously, the suction quantity
required for the desired lift coefficient of the airfoil section
can be computed.

TWO-DIMENSIONAL APPLICATIONS OF AREA SUCTION

Several experimental investigations have been made with
nreti suction near the led.ing edge of two-dimensional air-
foils. The results of these tests are reported in references
2 to 5. These remdts indicated that applying arm suction
near the lending edge of the airfoil delayed air-flow separation
and increased the maximum lift coefficient of the sections.
In these tests, it was noted that the increases in the maximum
lift coefficients obtained with area suction appeared to be
limited by air-flow separation occurring either at the trailing
edge of the nirfoil or from the tunnel walls.

An application of Thwaites’ analysis to the results of the
tests reported in references 2 to 5 indicated that the method
used to estimate the chordwise extent of porous area was
vnlid. However, the suction quantities required for the
two-dimensional tests were 10 to 15 times greater than the
values computed by the equations derived by Thwaites.
I?urther, for some lift coefficients, near the maximum values
obtained with suction, the ratio of suction flow quantity to
free-stream velocity had to be increased as the free+tream

veloci~ was increased (refs. 4 and 5); whereas Tlnvaites’
analysis indicated that this ratio shotid decrease.

At the present time, it cannot be determined to what intent
the results of the two-dimensional tests were affected by the
flow separation that occurred either at the trailing edge of
the airfoil or from the tunnel walls.

TEREE-DIMENS1ONAL APPLICATION OF AREA SUCTION

An &ploratory test performed on a 63° sweptbac!i wing
in the Ames 40- by 80-foot wind tunnel in 1949 showed
that area suction was effective in delaying the leading-edge
air-flow- separation. When Thwaites’ analysis was applied
to the airfoil sections near the tip of this sweptback wing,
the location of initial air-flow separation, the results were
similar to those for two-dimensional sections in that the
chordwise extents of porous area could be estimated but
the suction-air velocities were about 10 times the values
computed to- be necessary. However, when Thwaites’
analysis was applied to the sections inboard of the tip, it
was found that the minimum chordwise extents found
necessary for the tests were less than those estimated to be
necessmy; as on the wing tip, the minimum suction-air
velocities used on the inboard sections were about 10 times
the values computed to be necessary. The result that the
chordwise intents of porous area inboard were less than the
values indicated to be necessary is believed to be caused by
a spanwise boundary-layer flow similar to that noted to
exert a strong effect on the section maximum lift coefficients
of the 45° swept wing of reference 6. ~

Although a lack of agreement existed between the theo-
retical and experimental results, it appeared that Thwait es’
analysis could be moditied to provide a first approximation
in the design of the porous leading-edge installation. The
manner in which this was done for the tests reported herein
is described in the following paragraphs.

Tests -were fiat pwformed on the 35° swept-wing model
without boundary-layer control in order to obtain the force
and pressuredistribution data for the basic model. A lift
coefficient of 1.93 with flaps deflected was then chosen as
the lift coefficient desired without air-flow separation, and a
free-stremn velocity of 112 feet per second was chosen for
the test velocity. The section lift, coefficients and the cor-
responding chordwise velocity distributions for four spanwise
stations were then obtained for a wing lift coefficient of 1.93
by linear emhpolation of the measured data without area
suction to an angle of attack corresponding to the wing lift
coefficient of 1.93. This procedure was followed rather than
the use of theoretical valuw or values obtained horn two-
dimensiomd tests because it was felt that linear extrapolation
of the measured data provided more nccurate values of the
spanwise section lift variation nnd the chordwise and span-
wise velocity distributions, particularly when the partial-span
trailing-edge flap was deflected. The chordtie e,stenb of
porous area required at four spanwise stations were then
obtained by a comparison of the individual velocity diagrams
at section lifts corresponding to n wing lift coefficient of
1.93 with the comparable diagrams at the maximum section
lift coefficients without area suction. The suction-air veloci-
ties at the same four spanwise stations were then computed
for the desired wing lift coefficient of 1.93 and free-stream
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velocity of 112 feet per second by using the equations set
forth by Thwaites and the velocity diagrams at the desired
section lift coe.fhient for each of the stations. The values
of these requirements and the expected section lift coefficients
me tabulated below:

paym-#tO
spmwlBaSt8- sec&IAIMGtao-@hord~Cex-

tlon,2g]b n’!u

0.25 L 96 & 027 0.0030
.45 211 .023 .0033

L 90 . .020
1.76 .020

.0040

.0048

Them values were then used in the design of the porous
lending edge for the wind-tunnel model as follows. The
chordwise extent of porous area was approximately doubled
to allow ample heedom in adjusting the porous-mea opening
by trial and error. The suction-air velocities required were
ctsaumed to be 12 times the values computed (as an average
between the factors of 10 to 15 noted in the previous tests).
It was assumed that the suction-six velocities required to
control separation should be constant in the chordtie
direction. Since the externcd surface pressures vmy in the
chordwise direction whereas the internal duct pressure is
constant, as shown in the following sketch, a porous material
whose porosity varied along the chord was used to maintaim

—————
‘d

} \
,r-Pressure distribution

with areo suction

approximately constant suction-air velocities over the chord-
wim extent of porous area. It should be pointed out that
Thvmites speci6ed that the suction-air velocities be constant
in the chordwise direction to simplify solution of the equa:
tions, and it is not lmown whether a constant suction-air
velocity is necessary or even desirable for the lowest flow
quantities.

The design of the porous leading edge of the flight vehicle,
the F-S6F airplane, was based on the results of the wind-
tunnel tests of the 35° sw-epl%vircg model. The desired lift
coefficient was 1.S1 with flaps deflected and the free-stream
velocity was 148 feet per second. It should be pointed out
that the flight lift coefficient of 1.81 corresponds to an un-

trimmed lift coe5cient of 1.93 measured in the wind-tunnel
test. These values were chosen on the basis of the character-
istics of the suction pump used and the wing loading of tlm
airplane; further details may be found in reference 7. Tlm
suction-air velocities at the design condition wore chosen M
16 times the values computed, in contraat to tho foctor of
12 used for the wind-tunnel investigation. The higher factor
for the flight airplane was used to allow for the possibility of
unknown adverse effects that might occur in flight. It was
again specified that the suction-air velocities shoulcl be con-
stant in the chordwise direction, and therefore the porous
material used had a porosity that varied in the chorchviso
direction.

DESCRIPTION OF RESEARCH VEHICLES, INSTRUMENTA-
TION, AND TESTS

WIND—TUNNEL MODEL

Sinco the wind-tunnel investigation was to be the basis of
the design of an area-suction installation on an F–86 wirphmo,
the wing panels and hori=ontd-tail surface of an F–86 wcwo
utilized on the model. These surfaces were mountod on cc
circular fuselage in the same relative location to ench othor
CC9on an F-86 airplane. The general arrangement of this
model is shown in the photograph of the model mountocl in
the tunnel, figure 1 (a), and in the two-view drawing, figuro
2 (a). Additional dimensions of the model me providocl in
table I.

The wing had 35° of sweepbnck measured at the qucu40r-
chord line and had an airfoil section of approximately 11
percent thickness normal to the quarter-chord line (coordi-
nates of the airfoil are given in table II). The structure
ahead of the front spar was replaced by the porous surfaco
and ducting to enable application of area suction (figs. 3 (a)
and 4 (a)). The porous surface near the leading edge of
the wing consisted of an outer surface of metal mesh which
was backed with a porous, hard wool felt material. Tho
metal mesh had a thiclmess of 0.008 inch and had 1l-percent
open area (4225 square holes per square inch with each
side of the hole about 0.005 inch long). This mesh extondecl
from the 5-percent chord station on the upper surfaco to
the 3-percent chord station on the lower surface of the wing,
and from the intersection of the wing and fuselage (2~/b=
0.10) to the beginning of the wing tip faking (2v/b=O.96).
The wool felt backing the mesh outer surfcw was tapered
in the chordtie direction to provide the varying porosity
required to compensate for the surface pressure distribution
in order to obtain a constant suction-air velocity in tho
chordwise direction. The spamvise distribution of suction-
air velocity specified for the design condition is shown in
figure 5. The tapered wool felt was cut from %inch-thick
material weighing about 9 pounds per square ynrcl. This
~inch-thick material had the pressuredrop variation with
suction-air velocity shown in fiewe 6; for the range of suction-
air velocities of interest, the presswe drop at a given suction-
air velocity ww proportional to the thickness of the felt.
The thiclmess variations of the felt backing used in tho
wing are given in figure 7. It will be noted from this figure
that while a continuously varying chordwise porosity was
realized, the spanwise variation was made in four steps
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(a) The 35° swept-wing model mounted in 40-by 80-foot m“nd tunnel.
(b) Tho F-86F airpfane.

l?XffUREI.—Photos of the model and the airplane equipped with a
porous kading+dge im3taUation.

rather thrm continuously as speci.tied in figure 5; this npproxi-
mntion was adopted since the speci.iied variation was rela-
tively small. Chordwise and spnnwise extents of porous
area were controlled by sealing with a nonporous cellulose
tape 0.003 inch thick. In order to simulate the leading edge
of rm F-86 with slats retracted, the porous leading edge was
completely taped. Partial taping of the porous leading edge
provided the four spanwise distributions of chordwise extents
studied in the wind-tunnel teats, configurations A, B, c,
and D, shown in figure 8.

The normal F-86 ailerons and single-slotted flaps were
rotnined on the model. The ailerons were locked in a
neutral position, and the flaps ma-e either unreflected or
fully deflected, a deflection of 38° measured normal to the
flap hinge line.
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(b) ~

(a) The 35° swept-wing wind-tunnel model.
(b) The F-86F airplane.

I?muED 2.—General arrangements of test vehkks equipped with
poroue leading+dge installations.

The fuselage used was circular in cross section and the

[ -(%-’)T
radius, in feet, is defined by the equation 1.84 1

This fuselage has a larger fieness ratio (11.5 as compared
to 6.9) and a smaller width (0.10 b/2 as compared to 0.13
6/2) than the fuselage of the F–86 airplane. Use of this
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(a) The 35° swept-wing rind-tunnel model.
(b) The F-86F airplane.

FIGURE3.—P1an view of wings mith porous leading+dge installations.

fuselage necwitated mounting the wings in a midting

location in contrast to the low wing position of the F-86
airplane.

Tho horizontal tail, which had 35° of sweep measured at
the quarter chord line, was set at 0° incidence with the
olovators set at 0° deflection.

The pumping equipment for the porous leading e~me was
housed in the fuselage. The pump consisted of the comp-
ressor portion of a turbosupercharger, and was driven by
n 300-horsepower variable-speed electric motor. This pllnlp
induced the required suction flow quantities through the
porous surfm-e and then in-to ducts in the wing which had
individual valves near the root of the wing to control the
flow (see fig. 3 (a)). The air then dumped into a plenum
chamber in the fuselage prior to entering the pump and
was discharged from the pump through a duct in the bottom
of the fuselage (see fig. 2 (a)). In order to measure the
suction flow quantities, a survey rake was located at the
e.sit on the bottom of the fuselage. This rake consisted of
54 total-pressure tubes, 9 static-pressure tubes, and 1 thermo-
couple and was calibrated against a standard ASME orifice

s

s

c
a

a
o
a

t
a
f’
o
B
c

Metal mesh surfoce ~ F- Ducts
I ~,

\

1

(a)

Stainless steel
porous material,
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(b)

1’ ~’Slot extended-~

‘F--J ] (c)

+ .65’ --+

l-J,&==-_-unmodified‘rofi’e
.14’R

(d)

(a) Porous leading edge for wind-tunnel model.
(b) Porous leading edge for F-86F afrplarm.
(c) Slatted leading edge for F-86A airplane.
(d) Cambemd lsadmg edge for F-86A airplane.

?IQURE4—&om sections of the various lending edges. Seotions am
normal to the quarter-ahord line at the 0.47b/2 stntion.

neter. The power input to the suction pump was measured
vith a wattmeter.

To measure the external surface pressure distributions,
~tatic pressure oritices were installed on the upper and 10WW
urfaoes of the left wing in streamwise rows at 2~/6=0,2s,
).45, 0.65, and 0.85; the chordwise locations of these orifices
we given in table III. 0rii3ces were also looated in the
tucts of the wing, as weIl as in the plenum chamber, in
rder to permit evaluation of the pumping requirem onts
md duct losses.

wlN1l—T~ TRSTSANDCORRECTIONS

Force measurements were made for all configurations
hroughout an angle-of-attack range of —4a to 30a, at an
,ngle of sideslip of OO. The free-stream velocity was 112
eet per second which corresponded to a Reynolds number
lf 5.8X106 based on the mean aerodynamic chord. The
pamvise distributions of chordwise extent of porous area,
cmiigurations A, B, C, and D, were obtained by trial and



--TUNNEL AND FLIGHT INVESTIGATION OF LEADING EDGE AREA SUC7JUONON SVLEPT-WINGAIRPLANE 581

12

Fllght design, U=148 ft/see,

10
\

\

8 /
/

/ ‘ .

0al
26

-

/
/ y

<

/
4 — “ - — — — — — — —

‘\,
Wind tunnel design, U= 112 ft\sec

2

0 .2 .4 .6 .8 Lo

2y/b

F~aum 5.-Smnwiee variation of the motion-air velocities desired
for the porous-leading-edge installations.

440

400 n

360

320

280 / ~

240

ti
$200
0
%
& 160 /

w
5

: 120 /

ri

80

40

o 1234567
Suction oir velocity, w, ft/sec

I’mum (3.-Csdibmtion of suotion-air velocities for the porous mesh
sheet baoked with %-inoh wool felt.

.6 I I
2y/b ❑0.10 -.25

$?— — — — — — — — ~ “

.2

0 ~

.6 - I
2y/b =0.25 -.55

4

m

g .2
=

%-

-0 ~= .
s

z I02.6 IInal 2y~ =0.55- .80
s
.g .4 / ~
k

.2 /

o

.6 I
2y/b =0.80-.96

.4 /-

.2 /

II I I I I I I1— 1 t I I I I I 1 I
o .CK15 .010 .015 .020 .025 .030 .035 .04 0 .045 .040

Ratio of length of felt to chord of owfoil, 2/c

I?muan 7.—Thioknsss variation of wool-felt baoking used for porous
leading edge of wind-tunnel model.

.044

.040

.036

.032

.028
x/c

.024

.020

.016

.012

.008

.004
*

o .2 .4 .6 .8 Lo
2y/b

FIG~ 8.—The four spanwisa distributions of the chordwise extents

1

of porous area tested on the wind-tunnel model.



582 RDPORT 127&NATIoNAIJ ADVISORY COMMTI’TEE FOR AERONAUTICS

error in the following manner: the lower surface of the porous
lending edge was taped from the leading edge (x/c= O) to the
rear edge of the porous surface (z/c= O.03); this area was
taped for the entire test. Next, the upper surface was taped
so that a constsmt width opening was obtained with the
chordwise extent of porous area on the outboard portion of
the wing approximating the value calculated to be necessary
for the design lift coefficient of 1.93. For this con&uration,
n polar was run and the maximum lift coefficient and the
flow coeiiicient required were measured. Then the rear
edges of the inboard openings were progressively taped
until a further reduction in chordwise extents would reduce
the maximum lift coefficient. This procedure was repeated
for the forward edge of the porous area and then for the tip
of the wing. The resulting distribution of porous area was
such that any further reduction in porous &ea extent any-
where along the span of the wing would result in a reduc-
tion in the maximum lift coefficient from the original value
measured; this distribution of porous area was that of con-
figuration B. A similar, although less extensive, procedure
was followed in arriving at the distributions of porous area
providing a higher maximum lift coefficient and two lower
maximum lift coefficients. In order to determine the effects
of free-stream velocity as well as to simulate the flow con-
ditions of the F–86 airplane in a landing and a take-off con-
figuration, additional measurements were made at free-
stream velocities corresponding to wing loadings of 30, 40,
and 50 pounds per square foot. These latter tests were
made by changing the dynamic pressure of the wind tunnel
for each angle of attack so that C.X q was constant and
equal to the wing loading, W/S. The mtium velocity at
which these tests were performed was 180 feet per second
which corresponded to a Reynolds number of 9.3X 10e.
The various configurations and test conditions are sum-
marized in table IV.

Standard tunnel-wall corrections for a straight wing of the
same area and span as the sweptback wing were applied to
the force data measured. No corrections were made for the
strut interference, and no tares were applied to the pitch-
ing moment since they were believed to be negligible for the
data of interest. Calculations indicated that the effect of
the thrust of the exhausting air on the force characteristics
was negligible.

The suction requirements (flow coefficients, duct and
plenum chamber pressure coefficients, and power supplied
to the blower) were measured for all conjurations of the
model with suction applied. However, only near the maxi-
mum lift coefficient were sufficient data taken with different
values of suction flow coefficient to be able to define the mini-
mum vrdues of suction flow coefficient required to obtain the
measured lift coefficient with the porous area installation
tested. All values of flow coefficient presented were corrected
to standard sea-level conditions. Limited measurements m-
indicatedthat leakage resulting from the method of construc-
tion of the model was less than 10 percent of the total flow
coefficient, and the values of flow coefficients were not cor-
rected for this leakage. All values of the measured power
input to the pump included pump losses and leakage. The
duct losses were determined horn pressure measurements in

the duct behind the porous leading edge and in the plenum
chamber just ahead of the compressor, and the pump losses
were obtained from the characteristic of the pump. Con-
sequently, the suction power required to compress tlm air
from inside the wing ducts to a free-stream condition wns
then computed by subtracting from the measured power
input the sum of the duct and pump losses.

Wool yarn tufts were taped to the upper surfnce of tho
wing during some of the tests to observe the boundary-lnym
flow charac&istics as the stall was encountered.

PLIGHTTmT AIRPLANES

F–86F airplane with porous leading edge.—The gmeral
arrangement of the F-86F airplane is shown in the photo-
graph, figure 1 (b), and in the two-viewdrawing, figure 2 (b).
The airplane was a standard F-86F modified to incorporate
a porous leading-edge installation. Dimensions of the air-
plane are given in table I.

The wing had 35° of sweepback at the quarter-chord line,
and the structure forward of the front spar was mcdifled 10
incorporate the porous leading edge and ducting in a manner
similar to that of the wind-tunnel model (figs. 3 (b) and 4 (b)).
However, the method of construction differed since it was
desired to place no re4riction on the operation of the airplane.
The porous leading edge was constructed of panels of sin-
tered, porous stainless steel having a constant thickness of
about 0.050 inch, and having a varying porosity to provide u
chordwise varying pressure drop in order to maintain the
desired constant suction-air velocities over the chordwise
extent at each spanwise station. The spanwise distribution
of the suction-air velocity used for the design is shown in
figure 5. Ground testa indicated that the pressuredrop
characteristics of the leading-edge panels deviated locally
from the design values a maximum of 30 percent, The
spanwise distribution of the chordwise e..t ent of the porous
area used was that of configuration B (fig. 8), which was
obtained by sealing portions of the porous leading edge with
lacquer. The porous leading edge was stifFened by nom ribs
only at the junctures of the porous panels. For ench wing
panel, these junctures, which are shown in figure 3 (b),
formed four plenum chambers which were individually
ducted to the vicinity of the wing root where they wero
joined in a single duct leading to the pump. Valves were
located in each of the eight ducts to adjust the spamvim
suction-flow distribution; these valves were closed to prevent
flow through the pump and ducts when the pump was not
being operated.

The pump used in this installation was a modified Thomp-
son Products, Inc., B-3 1 turbosupercharger operated by
high-pressure air bled from the compressor of the airplnno’s
J-47 engine. The pump was mounted beneath the fuselage
and was covered with a streamlined fairing (figs. 1 (b) nnd
2 (b)). A valve located in the bleed-air duct was adjusted
by the pilot to control the pump speed. Due to limitations
on the amount of air that could be taken from the engine,
the maximum pump speed and resultant suction-flow quan-
tity were dependent upon the engine speed. The suction-
flow- quantities were measured with a rake located at the
pump inlet. This rake consisted of two total-pressure tubes
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Engine speed, percent of moxlmum

FIGURE9.—Characterietics of the area-suction pumping system at
the stalling speeds of the airplane; 7000 foot altitude.

and two static-prcswre tubes and w-as calibrated against a
standard ASME orifice meter. In figure 9 is shown the effect
of engine speed on the maximum suction pump speed and on
the maximum flow coefficient corresponding to conditions at
the stalling speeds of the airplane at an altitude of 7,OOOfeet.

F-86A airplane. —The general arrangement and dimensions
of the I?-S6A airplane were the same as the I?-86F, except no
pump and pod existed on the bottom of the fuselage. The
T-86A was equipped with leading-edge slats which are shown
in figure 4 (c). These slats could be locked in the retracted
position or they could be allowed to extend automatically.

By removing the forward portion of the wing, the slatted
leading edge was replaced with the cambered leading edge
shown in figure 4 (d). This cambered leading edge also
incorporated an increased leading-edge radius. The coordi-
nates of this cambered leading edge are given in table II.

FLIGHTT~TS AND CORRE~ONS

F-86F airplane with porous leading edge.—Measurements
of the low-speed characteristic of the test airplane were
taken at an altitude of 7,OOOfeet to permit mmplete stalling
of the airplane without undue hazard. The data included
in this report were taken from time-history records obtained
in the following manner: with engine power and pump speed
sot ah approp~iate constant values, and starting at an air-
speed above the swtion+ff stall speed, the nose of tie air-
plane. wcs slowly elevated in such a manner as to decelerate
at CLrate not exceeding 1 knot per second. The records were
terminated when the pilot felt that the airplane was no longer
controllable. The majority of these stalls were performed at
86-percent engine rpm in the interest of consistency in evalu-
ating tho stalling characteristics of the airplane. However,
since the maximum flow coefficient obtainable at 85-percent
enghm rpm was about 0.0011, it was necessary to perform
several stalls at 100-percent engine rpm to determine the lift
characteristics of the porous leading edge with the maximum
available flow coefficient of 0.0012. These fight tests were
performed with the trailing-edge flaps unreflected as well as
deflected 38°. The chordwise extent of the porous area on
tho leading edge of the airplane for all of the flights was that
of configuration B (fig. 8). In addition to the tests with

suction applied, tests were also made with suction off and
tho duct valves closed. During some of the teMs, wool
yarn tufts were taped to the upper surface of the wing; the
behavior of the tufts at the stall was recorded photographi-
cally.

u
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Lift coefficient, CL

FIGURE 10.—Variation of free-stream velocity and indicated airspeed
with Hft coefficient for the condition of the flight tests; 7000 foot
altitude.

The variations of the indicated airspeed and free-stream
velocities with lift coefficients for the average conditions of
the tests are shown in figure 10. These relationships cor-
respond to an average wing loading of about 45 pounds per
square foot. The values of lift coefficients presented in this
report are values corrected for the effect of the engine thrust;
the values of engine thrust used were obtained horn data
provided by the manufacturer of the J47 engine.

The flow coefhients measured were corrected to the static
conditions at the test altitude. limited measurements indi-
cated that a negligible amount of leakage resulted from the
method of construction of the porous leading-edge installa-
tion.

In addition to the quantitative tests previously mentioned,
several qualitative tests were made with the airplane. These
tests included evaluation of the landing and take-off per-
formance as affected by the suction equipmemt. Several
flights were also made in which the airplane was flown up to
a Mach number of 0.9 and up to an altitude of 35,OOOfeet.
These flights were conducted with the F-s6F airplane with
the porous leading edge and with a standard leading edge,
in order to obtain comparative valu= with the pump
installed and operating. Maximum speed and buffet
charactwistiw were of primary interest in this phase of the
investigation.

F–86A airplrme.-Measurements of the low-speed charac-
teristic of this test airplane were also taken at 7,000 feet,
and the data presented in the report were obtained and
corrected in the same manner as those for the Ft36F airplane.
These data were obtained with the slatted leading edge
automatically extended, as well as locked in the retracted
position. Similar data were also obtained for the airplane
with the cambered leading edge.

The wing loadings of the l?-sf3A were approximately the
same as for the F-S6F, and therefore the flight speed vari-
ation with lift coefficient presented in figure 10 is also appli-
cable for the F–86A.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

1%’INll—TUNNRLTR9’r9

Static longitudinal characteristics of model without suction
applied .-The three-component force data of the 35°’ swept-
back wing model without suction are shown in figure 11 with
the trailing-edge flaps fully deflected (38°) and unreflected
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(OO). Tho form characteristics with the porous leading edge
sealed simulate the operational airplane with the slats closed.
Also shown in figure 11(a) are the force characteristic for the
model with the porous area open but with no suction, sim-
ulating the condition that would exist for the porous leading-
edge installation when the suction pump is inoperative.
The dpta of this figure show- that the air cinx.dnting through
the porous surface had a detrimental effect on the maximum
lift coefficient of the model.

Static longitudinal characteristics of model with area
Three-component force data of the 35° swept-wingsuotion,—

model with several chordwise extents of mea suction along
tho full span of the leading edge are shown in figure 11.
Included in the figure are the values of flow coefficients
required at the msxinmm lift e.oefficients for the ditlerent
clrordwise extents of area suction. The extensions of the
linear portion of the lift and pitching-moment curves and of
tho drag parabola indicate that the use of area suction at
tho leading edge delayed air-flow separation. External
surfnce pressure distributions with and without suction
applied at 13° and 17° angle of attack are shown in figure 12.
These distributions show that the pressure distributions were
not changed when suction was applied at an angle of attack
below }hat at which separation occurred without suction;
whereas at larger angles of attack, the pressure distributions
were chrmged from distributions indicating separation to
ones indicating that the separation was eliminated by area
suction, The effectiveness of area suction in delaying air-
flow seprrxation and, hence, increasing the lift coefficient of
the wing is more clearly shown in figure 13 in which the
section lift coefilcients, obtained from integration of pI easure
distributions, are plotted as a function of angle of attack.
The complete premure distributions presented in graphical
form at the end of this report (figs. 24 and 25) show the
spanwise progression of the air-flow separation. The pressure
distributions presented with suction applied are for the
porous-area configuration B with flaps deflected; however,
the effects of area sucticn on the pressure distributions were
similar for the other configurations tested. The force and
pressure data presented in figures 11, 12, 24, and 25 were for
a free-stream velocity of 112 feet per second; however, it was
found that increasing the free-stream velocity to 180 feet
per second (the maximum veloci~ of the teat) did not signiii-
cantly alter these characteristics.

Suotion requirements of porous leading edge.—In figure 11
VCLIUCSof flow coefficient required at the maximum lift coef-
ficients measured with the diilerent porous-area configura-
tions are listed. These value of flow coefficient are indie.a-
tive of the lowest values of flow coefficient which could be
used for ench of the openings tested and yet maintain the
values of maximum lift coefficients shown in figure 11. For
each of the configurations, a reduction in the mtium lift
coefficient was measured when the flow coefficient was some-
what reduced; whereas, in contrast, doubling the flow coef-
ficient from the values presented had a negligible eilect on
the maximum lift coefficient or on the angle of attack for
the maximum lift coefficient. Thus, it is seen that the
angle of attack and the mtium lift coefficient. to which
the air-flow separation could be delayed were determined
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primarily by the chordwise extent of porous area. l?urther,
it should be pointed out that only a small increase in the
mtium lift coef6cient was obtained when Ccm&uration A
was used in place of configuration B, even though the chord-
wise extent of porous area and the suction flow coefficients
were approximately doubled. Based on these results, as well
as on the pressure distributions, it is believed that air-flow
separation from the trailing edge of the wing limited the
maximum lift coefficient obtained with conilguration A, and
that further large increases in the mtium lift coefficient
would not be expected by the use of area suction only at
the leading edge.

The data presented in figure 14 show- the variation of
flow me.iiicient and duct pressure coefficient with lift coeffi-
cient for the different porous-area configurations tested at a
fkee-stremn velocity of 112 feet per second. Sinca the eilects
of free-stream velocity on the suction requirements were not
known, additional data were obtained at higher free-stream
velocitia with porous-area configuration B and with the
flaps deflected 38°. These data were obtained at free-stream

veIociti= corresponding to those obtained at wnstant wing
loadings in order to simulate the suction requirements of an
airplane during a landing or take-off maneuver. These data
are presented in figure 15 and in table V. Figure 16 shows
the variation of suction flow coefficient and duct pressure
coei3icient with lift coeflicieut, and table V summarizes the
measured power inputs and division of lossea for sevend lift
coefhients. It should be noted that the suction require
ments presented in figures 14 and 16 are probably not the
minimum valuea required at all of the lift coefficients. There
are several reasons for this stdement. First, a range of
flow coefficients was run only at amgl~ of attack near the
maximum lift coefficient, thus the flow coeflicienta prcmntod
at lower lift coefficients are probably greater than those re-
quired to prevent air-flow separation. Second, the span-
wise control of the duct pressures was very limited, and the
duct pressure for the inboard sections of the wing could not
be adequately reduced to compensate for the vmia~ion in
peak surface pressures remdting from the span load distri-
bu~ion. Third, theoretically, a particular distribution of por-
osity exists for each lift coefficient and free-stream velocity
ta obtain a minimum flow coefficient; whereas in these teats
only one design was used for all lift coefficients and frce-
stream velocities

The data presented in figure 14 show Lhat the flow require-
ments increased with i.ncreaaing lift coefficients, and that
for each porous area ccmflguration, a particular vrdue of lift
coMicient was reached which could not be increased by
increased suction; this lift coefficient was the maximum lift
coefficient shown in figure 11. These data also show that
for a given lift coefficient, the suction flow coefficient increased
with increasing porous area extent, and the dashed curve in
figure 14 (a) represents the probable wuiation of the mini-
mum flow coefficient required to reach any given li~t coeffi-
cient with the design of porous materiil tested. Further, it
can be seen that for a given lift coefficient, the duct pressure
coefficient remained essentially unchanged when the extent
of porous area was increased, even though the required flow
coeftkient was increased. This resulted because the pressure
drop through the porous material for all of the required
suction-air velocities was relatively small at the chordwim
location of the maximum surface pressure coefficient. Thus
the duct pressure coefficient was essentially equal to tho
maximum surface pressure cmfllcient which was primarily a
function of the angle of attack.

The data of figure 16 indicate that increasing tho free-
stream velocity did not affect the flow coefficient or duct
pressure coefficient at a particular lift coefficient. Therefore,
the suction power required should vary as the cube of the
free-stream veIocity; this is veriiied by the data given in
table V.

Comparison of experimental results with those oomputed
by Thwaites’ method.—In figure 16 the experimentally
minimized chordw%w extents are compared with thoso
predicted to be nece+sary for the same maximum lift coef6-
cients. A comparison of the experimental and predicted
chordwise extents of porous areas show that the chordwise
extents for the mw&num lift coefficients of 1.71, 1.87, and
2.03 were reasonably well predicted for the ou~board portions
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of the wing where the initial separation occurred. The
chordwiae extents of porous area required for the inboard
portions of the wing were considerably less than those
predicted to be necessary. This differmce is believed to be
attributable to the spanwise flow of the boundary layer and
its effect on the maximum lift characteristics of the airfoil
sections on a sweptbaek wing; this eflect is discussed in
reference 6 for a 46° sweptback wing.

The chordwise extent required on the outboard portion of
the wing for n maximum lift coefficient of 2.13 was about
twice that predicted to be necessary. It was noted in a
previous section that it waa believed this maximum lift
coe5cicmt was limited by air-flow separation ft om the
trailing edge of the wing rather than from the leading edge;
hence, the chordwise extent required was greater than that
predicted to be necessary based on considerations of leading-
edge separation alone.

The variation of the experimental flow coticient with lift
coefficient is compared in figure 17 with the values computed
to be necessary. The experimental curve used in this figure
is the envelope of the curves of figure 14 (a) for a free-stream
velocity of 112 feet per second. Two curves are shown for
the computed valuea; one curve is for the values computed

from the predicted chordwise extents of porous area and the
suction-air velocities calculated to be necessary by the
equations set forth by Thwaitm. The other curve is 12
times the flow coeilicient computed to be necessary, and this
curve represents the magnitude of the difference between
the computed and experimental results. Figure 18 is
presented to show the spanwise distribution of the average
suction-air velocitiw at a lift coeflickmt of 1.93 and a free-
stream velocity of 112 feet per second. These suction-air
velocitiw were edcnlated from the measured external and
duct pressures at each of the four spanwise measuring stations.-
Included in figure 18 for comparative purposes is the spamvise
distribution of suction-air velocity used for the design of the
porous material. It can be seen in this figure that on the
outboard portion of the wing the aversge suction-air
velocities were of the order of those expected to be neeessary
(based on previous tests with area suction), values about 12
times those computed from Thwaites’ equations. However,
on the inboard portion of the wing, the suction-air velocities
were considerably higher than had been anticipated. It is
believed that these higher values were caused by the inade-
quate control of the spantise duct pressure that was available
on the model. Thus, it can be surmised that it was fortuitous
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that the total flow coefficient was 12 times the &mputed
value (fig. 17).

It is also of interest to compare the chordtvise distribution
of suction-air velocity with that used in the dmign of the
porous leading edge. For this purpose, the 0.85 semispan
station was chosen, and the chordwise distribution of suc-
tion-air velocity at three flow coefficients is shown in figure 19
for the design lift cmflicient of 1.93 and free-stream velocity
of 112 feet per second. Thee flow coefficients represent
values above the minimum required, the minimum required,
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FIGURE 17.—Comparison of experimental rmd predicted flow oao5-
cients for the model; 3P= 38°. U= 112 feet pm second.

and a value below the minimum required. &O included in
t& figure are the lift coefficients measured at these threo
flow coefficients. It cm be seen from this figure that a 10SS
in lift was encountered when the flow coefficient was reduced
to the point where the suction-air velocity near the lcmding
edge was less than the value used in the design. It cannot
be determined, however, whether the suction-air velocities
aft of the leading edge could have been reduced by redesigni-
ng the porous material
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FLIGHTTF.ST3

Lift characteristics of the airplane with a porous leading
edge,—The lift chnracterkkics of the test airplane with the
full-span porous leading edge are shown in figure 20 for
conditions of maximum available suction flow, and for
suction off with the porous surface open and the ducts
closed. Also included in this figure for comparative purposes
are the results of the wind-tunnel investigation for a similar
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FmunE 20.—Comparison of flight malts tith those obtained in the
Wind tunnel; porous area configuration B.

configuration (porous-area conilguration B). It should be
pointed out that the wind-tunnel data have been corrected
im trimmed conditions for a center-of-gravity position similar
to that of the flight tests. For the flaps-retracted condition,
good agreement is obtained between the flight and wind-
tunnel results, with the fight installation providing a slightly
higher value of maximum lift coefficient. For the flaps-
down condition, the agreement is 1ss.ssatisfactory, with the
flight data showing lower lift throughout the angle-of-attack
range. This difference might be’ explained partially by
differences in the configurations of the wind-tunnel model
and the F-86 airplane. The wind-tunnel model had no
landing gear, buk in its place were the model support struts;
in addition, the landing-gear wells were closed. The
fuselage of the wind-tunnel model bore no r=emblance to
that of the F-86 airplane; it had a circular cross section
with a smaller width and a higher fineness ratio, and the
wing of the model was mounted on the fuselage center liue
instead of the low position. Flight tests with the landing
gem of the airplane extended and retracted indicated tlmt
the major portion of the di.fkrence in lift at the lower angles
of attack is the result of a loss of flap effectivenew due to the
extended gear and open gear wells.

The stall with suction, despite the extremely nose-high
attitude due to angle of attack and the relatively high engine
power required, was not considered objectionable by the
pilot, but a lack of stall warning was noted. Although the
stall was abrupt, the accompanying roll-off ~d pitch-up
were of a controllable magnitude. With flaps and gear
retracted, the stall was considered extremely mild and was
characthed by a slight. pitch-up and no roll-off. Just prior
to the stall with mtium suction power, tufts on the wing
surface indicated a strong spanwis6 flow in the boundary
layer over the ailerons. With an increase in angle of attack,
the flow at the outboard portiona of the trailing edge ap-
peared to separate, the area of separation rapidly spreading
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Fmmm 21.—Vmiation of lift coefficient with angle of attaok for
several values of suction flow coefficient; &= 38°, porous area
configuration B.
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I?mcmul 22.—Compariaon of suction pumping requirement in the
flight te+t.s and wind-tunnel tests; ~r= 38°, porous area can6gura-
tion B.

forward and inboard as the stall was approached. However,
it appeared that while a trailing-edge type of stall was im-
minent; the final complete flow separation was triggered by
a disturbance occurring at the leading edge at about the
70-p ercent semispan station. Based on these observations,
m well as on the wind-tunnel results with a larger open
chordwise extent of porous area, it seems doubtful that
further increases in suction flow or refinements of the porous-
a.rea configuration would produce large increases in mtium
lift coefficient. h contrast to the stall with area suction,
t,he pilot was not able to define the stall point of the airplane

- ... .. ..
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FmuRE 23.—Comparison of lift oaefficients obtained with various
leading-edge high-lift devices; 3P= 38°.

tith suction off. Btieting and lateral unsteadiness ap-
peared at a speed corresponding to an angle of attack of
11° and increased gradually tith increasing angle of attack.
Due to the lack of reference tith which to gago rate of
sink, it was not obvious to the pilot that the airplano was
beyond the maximum lift coefficient at angles of attack
above 13°. With suction off, tufts indicated that flow
separation appeared tit from the leading edge at mkl-
semispan and spread slowly outboard rmd inboard.

The effects of varying flow coefficient upon the lift char-
acteristics of the airplane tith flaps deflected am shown
in figure 21. With a reduction in flow coefficient, the stalling
behavior of the airplane gradually changed from the nbrupL
stall exhibited at maximum flow to the mild typo of stall
that occurred with suction off.

Suction requirements of porous leading edge.—The vari-
ations of flow coefficient and pump inlet pressure co-
efficient with angle of attack are shcwn in figure 22 for
porous-area configuration B with the trailing-edge flaps clo-
fleeted. To obtain a further comparison of tho flight-test
and wind-tunnel-test results, figure 22 also includes the suc-
tion requirements, measured in the wind tunnel for porous-
area configuration B with flaps deflected, at a wing loading
of 40 pounds per square foot. These suction requirements
are compared on the basis of angle of attack rother than
lift coefficient because of the previously noted differences in
lift coefficient. Comparison of the flight and wind-tunnel
suction requirements indicates a close agreement near the
maximum effectiveness of the leading-edge suction install-
ation; however, for angles of attack below 24°, the fligh~
installation appeared to require considerably less flow than
was required in the wind tunnel. The exact reason for this
discrepancy is not known; however, in the tight tests thoro
was a better spanwise control of the duct pressuro distribu-
tion. In addition, as was noted previously, the minimum
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suction requirements were not completely evaluated in the
wind tunnel at angles of attack below those for maximum
lift coefficient.

comparison of lift oharaoteristics of various leading-edge-
type high-lift devices.-The lift charackristics of the F–86A
airplane having the trailing-edge flap deflected with a slatted
leading edge extended and retracted and with a leading
edge modified to include increased camber and leading-edge
radius are compared in figure 23 with those of the F–86F
airplane having the porous leading edge. Although slight
differences were obtained in the lifts measured at angles of
attack below the respective maximum lift cceflicients, it is
felt that a comparison of th~ mmimum lift coefficients is
indicative of the relative lift capabilities of the various
leading-edge devices. These maximum lift coefficients, 0’=,
are compared in the following table along with the pilot’s
opinions of the stalling characteristics of each device:

Configuration CL=O= Stalling characteristics

Porous lending edge, suction 1.82 Controllable, but no stall

C;#bcrcd leading edge ------
Warning.

1.58 hTotcontrollable and no stall
warnin

N~#c~dding edge, slats %-1.36 Controlla le and adequate
stall warning.

No;mal lc&iing edge, slats L 27 Controllable and adequate
olosed, stall warning.

POWS leading edge, suction L 08 Chtrollable and adequate
stall warning.

It is evident that the mea-suction leading edge is a con-
siderably more effective means of increasing the mtinm
lift of CLwing than the other high-lift devices. It can also
be seen that there was a reduction in the maximum lift
coefficient w-hen the normal leading edge (slats closed) was
replaced by the porous leading edge and no suction was
applied. A similar loss was measured in the wind-tunnel tests
and was attributed to circulation of air through the porous
material,

Landing and take-off performance,-The effects of the
porous leading-edge installation upon the landing and take-
off characteristics of the F–86F airplane are reported here
only in terms of a pilot’s preliminary evaluation; no precise
measurements of speeds or distances were taken. The
performances quoted refer to the F-86A and Ft36F airplanes
without external stores at normal take-off and landing
weights. This evaluation is subject to the following factors
which apply to the F-86 airplane as a type: (1) The airplane
is limited to a mtium ground angle of attack of about 15°
and has no protective tail bumper, and (2) at the highest
angles of attack which were attainable in the landing ap-
proach with the suction equipment, visibility was ob-
jectionably limited.

The take-off characteristics of the F–86F airplane with
the porous leading-edge installation were considered very
similar to those of the normal F-86A or F–86F with slatted
leading edge. At normal gross weight for take-off, the nose
wheel lifted off at about 90 knots, indicate~ airspeed, and
the airplane became airborne at about 105 lmots. After
take-off, however, an extremely nose-high attitude could be
attained which resulted in a steep angle of climb. At a climb
speed of 110 knots, flaps and gear up, under no-wind condi-
tions, cm altitude of 1,000 feet could be easily attained before
reaching the end of an 8,000-foot runway.

EDGE AREA SU~ION

The main advantage

ON swEIYr-wlNG AIRPLANE 591

of the high maximum lift due to
suction in the landing approach was the increased ability to
maneuver; however, the high engine speed required to m-ain-
tain adequate suction (about 70 percent of the maximum)
made it difBcult to 10SOaltitude and still approach ruta low
airspeed. The best approach speed for a normal descending
type of approach seemed to be 112 knots. For a power+n,
carrier-type approach, a favorable speed was 105 knots.
Comparable speeds for the F-86A or F-86F airplane with
slats are about 120 and 115 lmots, respectively. The touch-
down speed with suction applied was about 104 lmots and
was limited by poor visibility and a fear of dragging the tail
pipe. It is obvious that the reduction in stalling speed
aiforded by this leading+dge-suction installation cannot be
fully utilized on this airplane to decrease the landing speed.

High-speed performance.-Several flights were made at
altitudes up to 35,000 feet and speeds up to those corre-
sponding to a Mach number of 0.9 in order to check the
effects of the suction equipment and porous leading edge
under these conditions. Determination of the effects of the
porous leading edge on the high-speed drag of the airplane
was made di.fhcult by the fact that the contribution of drag
horn the pump pod was unknown and apparently varied
with operation of the suction equipment. Therefore, drag
measurements were obtained with the porous leading edge,
suction on and suction off, and with a production leading
edge installed, and the pump operative and inoperative.
The results of these tests indicated that flow through the
porous leading edge had little eilect on the high-speed flight
drag of the test airplane.

A check of the butleting characteristics of the airplane in
turns at 35,OOO feet revealed no measurable change in the
buffet boundary due to the porous leading edge, suction on
or off, from that of an F–86 airplane with a slatted leading
edge. At Mach numbers from 0.60 to 0.80 and at lift
coefficients above the btiet boundary, there was some
evidence of an increase in builet amplitude with the suction
equipment operating. at maximum power. A low-frequency
buffeting (7 to 8 cycles per second) accompanied an apparent
stalling of the pump and surging of the static pressure in the
duct which reaited in intermittent flow separation on the
wing. A similar condition could be found in turns at low
altitudes at indicated airspeeds of 200 to 300 knots. This
phenomenon has not been fully explained; however, it is not
considered particularly significant since the conditions are
well beyond the design operating range of the pumping
equipment.

Serviceability of the porous leading edge.—During the
early tests with the porous leading edge, disappointingly low
values of maximum lift coefficient were obtained. An
examination of the behavior of tufts on the wing showed
that the stall was being precipitated by a premature localized
flow separation which appeared immediately behind the
juncture of the two outer porous panels on the right wing.
Yawing the airplane to the right duplicated this condition on
the left wing. Removal of portions of the nose ribs at the
junctures of the leading-edge pads, effectively eliminating
diecontinuities in the porous area which were about X of an
inch in width, resulted in an increase in mtium lift
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coefficient from 1.45 to 1.82. In contrast to the sensitivity
of the installation to small areas of reduced porosity wak its
apparent insensitivity to wing surface condition near the
leading edge. In the original condition, numerous Iarge
defects in contour existed in the moditied portion of the
leading edge. During the course of the tests, a major
portion of the defects was removed by refairing the surface
immediately aft of the porous area; however, no changes in
the aerodynamic characteristics of the wing were noted.

One flight was devoted to a determination of the effects
of rain on the operation of the suction equipment and upon
the lift of the wing. A series of stalls made in moderate to
heavy rain revealed no significant effects on either the lift
coefficient for the stall or the power required. Unfortunately,
these fllghts were made early in the program, before the
highest lifts were being obtained, so any small effects of rain
n@ght have been masked.

After approximately six months of operation of the aircraft
(60 hours of flight), flow-quantity and pressure measurements
revealed no evidence of decreasing porosity of the leading-
edge material. Other than covering the leading edg=
when the airplane was inactive, little special attention was
given to their maintenance.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

The results of the wind-tunnel and flight tests of a 35°
sweptback wing airplane having area suction applied to
the leading edge of the wing showed that the use of area
suction increased the mtium lift coefficient more than
50 percent. Although the mtium lift coefficients were
obtained with relatively low flow coefficients, relatively.
high pumping pressure ratios were required. Good agreement
was obtained in the comparison of the wind-tunnel results
with those measured in flight. The increase in the maximum
lift coefficient obtained with area suction applied to the lead-
ing edge of the wing of the airplane was greatw than that
obtained by the use of a slatted leading edge or a leading edge
hw-ing camber and increased leading+lge radius. Further,
there appeared to be no detrimental effects of the area-suction
installation on the operation or performance of the airpkme.

Aams AERONAUTICALLADORATORY
~ATIONAL Amn30RY Co?damurEE FOE AERONAUTICS

hfomEm FIELD, CALIF., March 2, 1966
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